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West's Key Number Digest 
West's Key Number Digest, Automobiles#jm5(1), 5(5), 7 


A.L.R. Library 


Validity, construction, and effect of statutes or ordinances forbidding automotive “‘cruising”—practice of driving repeatedly 
through loop of public roads through city, 87 A.L.R.4th 1110 

Statute prohibiting reckless driving: Definiteness and certainty, 52 A.L.R.4th 1161 

Indefiniteness of automobile speed regulations as affecting validity, 6 A.L.R.3d 1326 





The fixed rule and basic standard by which the validity of all exercises of the police power is tested is that the police power 
of the state extends only to such measures as are reasonable and that all police regulations must be reasonable under all the 


circumstances. Statutes and ordinances regulating vehicles and their use on the public highways and streets must be reasonable.” 


Moreover, the regulation must be reasonably related to a proper legislative goal. A red light camera ordinance that reduces the 
dangerousness of intersections by targeting vehicles that violate traffic regulations is rationally and substantially related to the 


health, safety, peace, comfort, and general welfare of the public and is a valid exercise of a city's police power.* 


Whether such a statute or ordinance is reasonable is to be determined in view of the general conditions existing at the time 


the question arises, and neither exact precision nor scientific calculation is essential to render regulations of highway traffic 
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reasonable.° Such regulations may be reasonable notwithstanding that they operate harshly against particular persons,” and, 


generally speaking, the burden of showing that they are unreasonable is on those who deny their validity. 


A town law that prohibited travel of trucks weighing in excess of five tons during nighttime hours on a road to a quarry and 
asphalt plant, and that specifically prohibited local deliveries from 10:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m., was a valid exercise of the town's 
police power pursuant to a statute codifying a municipalities' general power to enact reasonable ordinances to control weight and 
size of vehicles on streets and to set limits on local deliveries, and thus the town law was constitutional absent a demonstration 


beyond reasonable doubt that it had no substantial relationship to public health, safety, or general welfare.” 


Provisions of a state uniform traffic control law limiting the power of a municipality to legislate over traffic matters are to be 
strictly construed to effectuate their purpose, and any attempt by a local government to circumvent the provisions either by 


ordinance or contract is invalid unless expressly authorized by the legislature. m 


Observation: 


Traffic ordinances are presumed to be valid. i 





Statutes and ordinances regulating vehicles and their use on the public highways and streets must also be definite in specifying 
the conduct which is condemned or prohibited, to the end that the persons concerned may know how to comply with the 
requirements of the statutes. 12 Thus, a parish's automated traffic signal enforcement (ATSE) ordinance, allowing for citation of 
owners of vehicles which entered an "intersection" on a red light, is not unconstitutionally vague in violation of due process, 
where the ordinance prohibited a vehicle from entering an area bounded by the lateral lines of intersecting roads when faced 


with a steady red light. 13 


In determining the validity of local traffic regulations, it is necessary to balance the effect of the ordinance in promoting health, 
safety and welfare of the community against the hardships and difficulties it causes to individuals; an evidentiary hearing may 


be required. 14 In making such determinations, the courts will take judicial notice of matters of common knowledge. la 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


City ordinance establishing automated traffic enforcement (ATE) system that involved use of mounted cameras and radar 
equipment designed to detect drivers traveling in excess of speed limits at designated locations within city limits, which 
authorized private contractor that operated ATE system to access National Law Enforcement Telecommunications System 
database (Nlets) to identify record owners of vehicles whose license plates images were captured by ATE system as having 
violated speed limit or having run through red light, for purposes of determining whether traffic citation would, did not involve 
unlawful delegation of city authority, despite vehicle owners' claim that Nlets was created for benefit of law enforcement, where 
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contractor's use of Nlets database did not involve exercise of judgment. Behm v. City of Cedar Rapids, 922 N.W.2d 524 (lowa 


2019). 


[END OF SUPPLEMENT] 
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